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Is agueous processing a contingency in the SPD EIS? The

processing.

Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) as the most effective.

A significant number of pits are contaminated with tritium.
Tritium-contaminated pits were not tested at Lawrence Livermo
National Laboratory because of the tritium concern. Tritium iss
were not addressed in the SPD EIS.

The SPD EIS does not cover a lot of the issues associated wit
disassembly and conversion.

The metals-only option was not evaluated. It was described by

Weapons Monitor has criticized DOE for not considering aquegug

p

PANTEX-1 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

There are two basic technologies available for the conversion of pit plutoniur
into plutonium dioxide: wet (aqueous) and dry processing. DOE determine

| g

that agueous processing, a proven technology, is not a reasonable alternafive
for pit conversion because current aqueous processes using existing facilities

would produce significant amounts of waste, and aqueous processing would
complicate international safeguard regimes. Therefore, the remaining

technology, dry processing, was analyzed inStozage and Disposition
PEISand this SPD EIS. DOE is currently demonstrating the dry plutonium
conversion process as an integrated system at LANL. This activity i
described in théit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA
(DOE/EA-1207, August 1998), which is available on the MD Web site at
http:/mww.doe-md.com.

PANTEX-2 Alternatives
The metals-only option would convert the plutonium from pits into metal for

long-term storage. This option was not evaluated in this SPD EIS becausqi

does not render the plutonium proliferation-resistant. Immobilizing the
plutonium or converting it to MOX fuel and then irradiating the fuel would
meet the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutoniu
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger g
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercia|
power reactors.

PANTEX-3 Alternatives
Section 2.4.1.2 was revised to include a discussion of tritium-contaminated pit

PANTEX—4 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern that not all issues associaf]
with the pit disassembly and conversion process are addressed in this SPD H

?u&uw
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This EIS reflects a thorough analysis of impacts, including air quality, huma
health risk, waste management, and socioeconomics, that would be associ

with the siting of a pit conversion facility at either Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, or
SRS. Also evaluated were impacts on other resources (i.e., geology a
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5
soils, water resources, ecological resources, cultural and paleontologicfiy
resources, land use and visual resources, and infrastructure), but only
terms of the alternative that would have the greatest impact on the resourd
| want a more in-depth discussion of risks associated with the | 5 The alternative analyzed was generally that which would involve locating
plutonium and tritium mission. the largest number of facilities at a given site. Impact analyses are summariz

in Chapter 4 of ¥lumel. More detailed information on the pit disassembly
and conversion process is included in the data reports for each candidg
site referenced in this EIS. These references can be obtained from local DQ
reading rooms.

DOE'sPit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstratiof{BEBE/EA-1207,
August 1998) analyzes the environmental impacts of a demonstration to te
an integrated pit disassembly and conversion process on a relatively sma
sample of plutonium pits and metals at LANL. The information gathered in
that demonstration will be used to supplement information developed tq
support the construction of a full-scale pit conversion facility, if DOE decides
to build such a facility. The demonstration focuses on equipment design ary
process development. Since it could continue for up to 4 years, informatio
transfer conducive to fine-tuning the operational parameters of a pi
conversion facility could be provided continually throughout the facility
design phase. The EA is available on the MD Web site at
http:/mww.doe-md.com.
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PANTEX-5 Human Health Risk

This SPD EIS identifies and analyzes potential human health impacts thgt
might result from construction and normal operation of the proposed surplu
plutonium disposition facilities. The Human Health Risk and Facility
Accidents sections in Chapter 4 aflifme Idiscuss the effects on the public
of potential radiological releases. DOE policy places public safety abové
other program goals, and requirements have been established to protect {he
safety and health of the public. DOE considers the protection of the publi
against accidents in the design, location, construction, and operation g
its facilities.

)

—h

The tritium mission is beyond the scope of this EIS. Filngl Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Tritium Supply and Recycling
(DOE/EIS-0161, October 1995) evaluates alternatives for new tritium
production and for the recycling of tritium recovered from weapons retired
from service.
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leaves the material in a form that invites terrorism and

future generations.

MOX and immaobilization to be able to have accountability for
Russian plutonium disposal.

DOE should dismantle weapons materials as soon as possibl
moving forward with the pit disassembly and conversion missi

The No Action Alternative is not a viable alternative because tH
half-life of plutonium is 20,000 years. The No Action Alternative

environmental problems; we should not leave these issues for

Pit disassembly and conversion should be kept separate from

b

j%

n.

PANTEX-6 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to implementing thg
No Action Alternative. Analysis of the No Action Alternative is required
under NEPA. Section 2.5 indicates that the No Action Alternative would not
satisfy the purpose and need for the proposed action becaus
DOE's disposition decisions in titorage and Disposition PEFEOD would
not be implemented. As indicated in Section 1.6, DOE has identified as i
preferred alternative the hybrid approach (i.e. immobilization and MOX) to,
disposition surplus plutonium.

PANTEX—7 Nonproliferation

L)

The United States and Russia recently made progress in the managemgnt

and disposition of plutonium. In late July 1998, Vice President Gore and
Russian Prime Minister Sergei Kiriyenko signed a 5-year agreement to provid
the scientific and technical basis for decisions concerning how surplu
plutonium will be managed. This agreement enables the two countries f{
explore mutually acceptable strategies for safeguarding and dispositionin
surplus plutonium. During the first week of September 1998, Presidents Clintg
and Yeltsin held a Moscow summit and signed a statement of principles wit
the intention of removing approximately 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from
each country’s stockpile. Because each country is responsible for separat
disposing of its own stockpiles of surplus plutonium, this agreement contain
provisions for developing verification methods and technology. These includ
appropriate international verification measures and stringent standards

physical protection, control, and accounting for the management of plutoniuny

IAEA is charged with verifying compliance with international nonproliferation
policies. As discussed in Section 2.4, there are provisions for internation
inspections of each of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilitieg

PANTEX-8 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for pit disassembly an
conversion. DOE plans to move ahead with the surplus plutonium dispositio
program as expeditiously as possible. However, the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities would not be constructed until significant
progress was made by the Russian government on its plutonium dispositig
program. Schedules for construction and operation of the proposed facilitig
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are provided in Appendix E.
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There is political controversy surrounding the MOX option. |
believe the MOX option will fade as more is analyzed and
understood about the materials.

The pit disassembly and conversion mission should go to an
established site.

Technology for converting pits into an oxide form has not been
demonstrated; DOE is getting ahead of itself.

The nuclear community indicated at a meeting in Atlanta, Georgi
that it does not trust the ARIES process for oxide. DOE, howeve
amended the RFP to allow the ARIES process.

10

11

2

r, 12

PANTEX-9 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion regarding the MOX approach.

PANTEX-10 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opinion that the pit conversion facility
should be located at an established site. As indicated in the revise]
Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit conversion facility because the si
has extensive experience with plutonium processing, and the pit conversid
facility complements existing missions and takes advantage of existing
infrastructure. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program a
Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost repor|
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

PANTEX-11 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

The process that will be used to convert the plutonium in pits to an oxide i
not new; each step has been successfully demonstrated. For the propod
action, however, those steps would be linked for the first time as a full-scals
integrated process. DOBP#t Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration
EA (DOE/EA-1207, August 1998) analyzes the environmental impacts of g
demonstration to test an integrated pit disassembly and conversion proce
on a relatively small sample of plutonium pits and metals at LANL. The
information gathered in that demonstration will be used to supplemen
information developed to support the construction of a full-scale pit
conversion facility, if DOE decides to build such a facility. The demonstration
focuses on equipment design and process development. Since it cou
continue for up to 4 years, information transfer conducive to fine-tuning the
operational parameters of a pit conversion facility could be provided
continually throughout the facility design phase. The EA is available on the
MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

PANTEX-12 Alternatives

The ARIES process is one of the pit conversion process steps, in which tH
pits are disassembled and the plutonium is separated from other p
components and converted into plutonium dioxide. The scope of work
reflected in theRFP for MOX Fuel Fabrication and Reactor Irradiation

s
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ServicegMay 1998) would begin after the production of plutonium dioxide.
Because there was some discussion that the resulting plutonium might contdin
too much gallium to meet the MOX fuel specifications, the RFP was amended

Both the ARIES and MOX processes were evaluated in the to allow the offerors to propose an additional polishing step for
Independent Risk Study. Based on my background, the data | 13 gallium removal.
presented is current, relevant, and accurate.

PANTEX-13 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s conclusion that the data in th
Independent Risk Study is current, relevant, and accurate.

1%

Can DOE say with certainty that it is cheaper to build and operﬁte 14
facilities at SRS than at Pantex?

The American Federation of Labor-Congress of Industrial
Organizations (AFL-CIO) has a strong working relationship with PANTEX-14 Cost

DOE and has met with past Secretaries to develop programs to Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this comment has
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideratiol€oBhAnalysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniunp
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report and fPiegtonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Documer
(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyse
associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site
http://mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

reduce costs that resulted in a savings of $50 million for taxpayers.
The AFL-CIO is actively working to seek out ways for improving
cost efficiency in workforce practices.

PANTEX-15 Cost

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. Although cost will be a factor in
the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS contains environmental impag¢
data and does not address the costs associated with the various alternati
A separate cost repo@pst Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus
Weapons-Usable Plutonium Dispositi@OE/MD-0009, July 1998), which

analyzes the site-specific cost estimates for each alternative, was ma|
available around the same time as the SPD Draft EIS. This report and th
Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Commen
Resolution Docume(@®OE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent
life-cycle cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, are availal
on the MD Web site at http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading
rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and
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Clarification of the cost report is needed. Some of the pit
disassembly and conversion facility needs for SRS are being rolled
into the design changes for the APSF and are not being reflected #9
the cost estimates. The need for a source calibration facility is also
not covered. The indirect cost factors are not covered.

| am pleased that Laura Holgate is stepping in to head up the
plutonium disposition mission, which is an international issue a

well as a national concern. As the National Academy of Sciences ,,
stated, surplus plutonium represents a clear and present danger.
The United States needs to demonstrate leadership and technplogy
for Russia.

Engaging Russia has the added benefit of reaching and leading a

Id snjdins

Washington, D.C. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition progran
at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost repoit
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE|
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplug
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

oM

PANTEX-16 Cost Report

Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has be
forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. Plii@nium

Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution
Documen{DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle
cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, is available on tif
MD Web site at http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at
the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C
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PANTEX-17 DOE Policy

broader international audience in dispositioning surplus weapons
materials. A bilateral agreement is being negotiated with Russialfors
inspecting nonclassified material. Involving the international
community opens up opportunities for transparency.

diQyy jejuswiuol

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the leadership of the surply
plutonium disposition program. Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel
fabrication provides the United States important insurance against potentig
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself. The hybrid
approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working
with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia’s excesg
plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to th
world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium ag
quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult to
use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

MEC e

“Tua

PANTEX-18 DOE Policy

DOE agrees that close cooperation between the United States and Russi# is
essential to achieve the objectives of nonproliferation and arms reduction,
and to ensure secure management of nuclear weapons materials. To that
end, in late July 1998, Vice President Gore and Russian Prime Minister Sergpi
Kiriyenko signed a 5-year agreement to provide the scientific and technicg|
basis for decisions concerning how surplus plutonium will be managed
This agreement enables the two countries to explore mutually acceptable
strategies for safeguarding and dispositioning surplus plutonium. During
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The pit disassembly and conversion mission is a huge decisiof for
the nation. Components of the mission must be handled with gare.
DOE needs to move forward in demilitarizing the pits and moving
the material into safe and secure storage ultimately under the | g
purview of International Atomic Energy Agency inspection and
control. DOE needs to demonstrate a leadership roleCthis opens
up a lot of opportunity for transparency and knowing what is gging
on in both Russia and the United States.

| don't believe we need to tear down so many weapons. | believe
we need to keep our big stick; | hope we never have to use it. $loyy
down the dismantlement of weapons, and use caution in tearing
down military resources that may be needed in the future.

made to house and dilute these plutonium pits. We urge you t

We urge you not to let political urgency influence the decision })
21
select Pantex.

the first week of September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held p
Moscow summit and signed a statement of principles with the intention o
removing approximately 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from each country’s
stockpile. One of the seven principles that were agreed upon relates fo
acceptable methods and technology for transparency measures, includipg
appropriate international verification measures and stringent standards pf
physical protection, control, and accounting for management of the plutoniuny.

PANTEX-19 DOE Policy

DOE agrees that bilateral monitoring with Russia of the classified plutoniun
material and international inspection of the unclassified material would givd
assurances to the world of U.S. leadership in plutonium disposition. Onck
the United States and Russia completed an agreement providing the bakis
for exchanging classified nuclear information, the procedures to be used f¢r
inspection of pits in storage could be adapted to contribute to the bilateral
monitoring of pit conversion facilities. As shown in Figure 2—7, accommodatior]
for international inspection of the unclassified material has been incorporate
into the design of the pit conversion facility. International monitoring and
inspection of the unclassified plutonium would also allow the United State{
and Russia to demonstrate to each other and to the world that disposition
being carried out under stringent nonproliferation controls, and that th¢
excess plutonium is not being diverted for reuse in weapons.

Q.

PANTEX-20 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s view regarding national defensg
Declaration of surplus weapons is made by the President in response
recommendations from the Nuclear Weapons Council, which consists d
representatives from DOE, DoD, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

@ Ssjuawnaog JUswWoD

T

dsay pu

PANTEX-21
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversio%

Alternatives

facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program
Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost repo
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOH
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplu
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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Let Pantex’s excellent track record speak for itself; we are the

. . 22
obvious choice.

The disposition of pits can be done in the most timely fashion a
Pantex. Pantex’s current capabilities will allow the United States 0,4
achieve some high-level goals, accelerate timeliness, and offer:
opportunity for inspection and collaboration with Russia.

Amarillo supports Pantex for the new pit disassembly and
conversion mission. Keep the work at Pantex. Pantex has a highly
trained workforce capable of meeting the pit disassembly and
conversion mission. Pantex has one of the best safety records|in
the DOE complex and rarely has off-normal or unusual occurrences.
There is a strong health program at Pantex. DOE orders are
followed strictly, and Pantex’s workforce is healthier and safer than
Savannah River’s workforce.

Pantex is a secure location. Pits are already located at Pantex, \hich
is a strong argument for siting the pit disassembly and conversipn
facility at Pantex. Performing the pit disassembly and conversion
mission at Pantex lessens the risk of nuclear proliferation.

Pantex plays an important role in the local community; the
community is allowed to participate in environmental safety and
health oversight. There is a strong spirit of community cooperatjor?6
and support for the Pantex site, including the Amarillo business
community.

PANTEX-22 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutoniun
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyse
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.

PANTEX-23

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversior
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program &
Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost repor|
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE|
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplug
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

Alternatives

PANTEX-24 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program &
Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost repor|
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE|
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplug
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

PANTEX-25

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversior|
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program &
Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost repor|
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE|
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplug
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

Alternatives

PANTEX-26 Other
DOE acknowledges the strong community support for Pantex. Decisions o

the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based on publi¢

od
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input, environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, and national polid
and nonproliferation considerations.
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Texas has a long and healthy relationship in working with DOE and
the Federal Government to meet defense needs. The State of Texas
support along with the support of the AFL-CIO is a powerful ally 27
for the Department. It makes no sense to do the work any place
else.

The support for Pantex is localized; the rural community is
historically less supportive of Pantex.

28

The Stockpile Stewardship and Management PEIS states that
plutonium won't be introduced into sites that don’t have the

infrastructure. Pantex does not have the capability to handle TRY®
(transuranic) waste and tritium. Why is it being considered?

PANTEX-27 Other

DOE acknowledges the support of the State of Texas and the AFL-CIQ.
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will bd
based on public input, environmental analyses, technical and cost reports,
and national policy and nonproliferation considerations.

PANTEX-28 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s observation that Pantex support |s
localized and that the rural community has historically been less supportivg.

PANTEX-29 Alternatives

The Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile
Stewardship and ManageméBEM PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0236, September 1996)
states that the pit fabrication mission would not be introduced into a site th
does not have an existing plutonium infrastructure because of the high ¢
of new plutonium facilities and the complexity of introducing plutonium
operations into sites without current plutonium capabilities. The SSM PEI
states further that an important element of the site selection strategy is
maximize the use of existing infrastructure and facilities as the nuclear weapo
complex becomes smaller and more efficient in tie2atury; thus, no new
facilities were to be built to accommodate stockpile management mission
Accordingly, DOE considered as reasonable only those sites with existin
infrastructure capable of supporting a pit fabrication mission. Although
Pantex has the infrastructure to carry out its current weapons assembly
disassembly mission and nonintrusive pit reuse program, it was n
considered a viable alternative for the pit fabrication mission because it di
not possess sufficient capability and infrastructure to meet the SSM PEI
siting assumption stated above. Among the operations that were consider

in developing siting alternatives for pit fabrication in the SSM PEIS Were§
plutonium foundry and mechanical processes, including casting, shapin
machining, and bonding; a plutonium-processing capability for extractin
and purifying plutonium to a reusable form either from pits or residues; an
assembly operations involving seal welding and postassembly processin

When comparing the site selection strategy for pit disassembly and conversi
with that used for the pit fabrication mission, the siting criteria in the SSM PEI



(444

PaNnTEX PLANT—AMARILLO , TEXAS
Pace 10 of 47

at
30

Tritium in the pits made them too dangerous to handle and test
Los Alamos; why is it any safer to perform pit conversion at
Pantex?

Siting the pit disassembly and conversion mission at Pantex will be31
creating a new plutonium-contaminated site.

have little or no bearing on siting criteria used in this SPD EIS. Pit disassemb
and conversion do not require foundry and mechanical processes discuss
inthe SSM PEIS and can be accomplished in a stand-alone facility. Also, th
SSM PEIS siting assumptions include a requirement to use existing facilities
whereas the pit conversion facility would be a new structure no matter wher
itis located.

Pantex is a candidate site because it meets the three screening criteria: wor
and public exposure to radiation, proliferation concerns due to transportatio
of materials, and infrastructure cost. In addition, Pantex is a candidate site f
the pit conversion facility because most of the pits are stored there. Althoug
TRU waste is not routinely generated and stored at Pantex, dedicated storg
space would be provided with the proposed surplus plutonium
disposition facilities.

PANTEX-30 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

Pits containing tritium are routinely processed in the Special Recovery Ling
at LANL. Removal of the tritium is a rather straightforward process and car]
be performed safely. Pits with tritium contamination are bisected to separaf
the plutonium from the classified metal shapes, and then processed in
vacuum furnace to drive off the tritium, as described in Section 2.4.1. Thid
same process would be applied in the pit conversion facility.

PANTEX-31 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the pit conversior
facility at Pantex. This SPD EIS identifies and analyzes potential environmentd
and human health impacts that might result from the construction and norm
operation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. As
described in Chapter 4 obWime land summarized in Section 2.18, potential

impacts of any of the proposed actions during routine operations at any (

the candidate sites would likely be minor. To avoid contamination that ha$

occurred in the past at some DOE sites, DOE would design, build, and opera
the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities in compliance with
today’s environmental, safety, and health requirements. Decisions on thj
surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based on|
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium

g snjdins
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disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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Promised site safety upgrades Pantek have not happened; the
effects are being realized in Zone 4 where pits had to be moved.
Last month the pits were moved because of the heat. We shouldi2t
be playing musical bunkers. We would take a dim view of Russia if

they started moving their pits around.

Pantex is not a clean site; it has its problems. More study is
needed before introducing plutonium processing into the Amarfllo,,
area. Amarillo will become no different than any other DOE site |f
plutonium processing comes to the area.

The GAO is investigating pit storage at Pantex. There is no pld
for long-term storage at Pantex; we're still waiting on the plan.

>S5

34

PANTEX-32 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

The ROD for theStorage and Disposition PEI&esents the long-term
storage plan for plutonium pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the safd,
secure storage of pits and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantgx
Zone 4 facilities to address plutonium storage requirements. Further, DOE
has prepared an environmental review concerning the repackaging of Pantex
pits into a more robust container. This evaluation is documented in the
Supplement Analysis for: Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and Associated Storage of Nuclegr
Weapon Components—AL—-R8 Sealed Insert Conf@ingust 1998). This
document is on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

PANTEX-33 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about siting any proposgd
surplus plutonium disposition facility at Pantex. This SPD EIS identifies ang
analyzes potential environmental and human health impacts that might resiilt
from the construction and normal operation of the proposed facilities. As
described in Chapter 4 obWime land summarized in Section 2.18, potential Q
impacts of any of the proposed actions during routine operations at any
the candidate sites would likely be minor. To avoid contamination that hal
occurred in the past at some DOE sites, DOE would design, build, and oper: B
the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities in compliance with 8
today’s environmental, safety, and health requirements. Decisions on t
surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based o
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy a
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its| 2
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium| <
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

PANTEX-34 DOE Policy

The ROD for theStorage and Disposition PEISresents the long-term
storage plan for plutonium pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the saf
secure storage of pits and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pant
Zone 4 facilities to address plutonium storage requirements. DOE h
addressed some of the commentor’s concerns in an environmental revi
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conversion process that has been proposed for all candidate sites. Decisipns
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based op
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and

| want to ask about the differences in occurrence reporting betyeen nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

Pantex and SRS. Pantex has fewer employees than SRS. How 37

many more employees does SRS have? What processing does PANTEX-37 Socioeconomics
SRS do? At the time the SPD Draft EIS was prepared in 1997, SRS employed

SRS does not have the type of enhanced safety programs in qlagg 15,032 persons and Pantex, 2,944.

that Pantex has. Currently, SRS processes nuclear materials into forms suitable for continugd

| 39 safe storage, use, or transportation to other DOE sites. Tritium is recycled jat
SRS in support of stockpile requirements using retired weapons as the tritium
supply source. In the past, DOE produced nuclear materials and tritiurh
at SRS.

SRS has limited experience in handling pits.

PANTEX-38 Alternatives

All of the candidate sites considered for the surplus plutonium dispositio

program have safety programs in place that would meet the needs of tm
proposed activities; site capabilities in this area were not a discriminator i
the process of selecting the preferred alternative. Decisions on the surpl
plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based on environments
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio|
considerations, and public input.

Uutop

PANTEX-39 Alternatives

As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit conversid
facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium processin
and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions and take
advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surplus plutoniun
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyse
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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areas. If Pantex fails to grow, it will be like taking two steps
backward.

I am encouraged that there are no discriminating impacts betwe
the sites.

The Independent Risk Assessment Study's preliminary findings|
show that risks from the new mission are comparable to existing
missions at Pantex. The Independent Risk Assessment Study
stated that risks can be mediated by the type of facility built. A

person would receive a higher dose taking an airplane ride than
from the 1,100 curies of tritium that would be released each year

The decision for MOX at SRS should be reassessed. | 40

Negative impacts (economic) can wipe out any gains in nonrelated

41

43

from the new pit disassembly and conversion mission at Pantex

PANTEX-40 Alternatives

As indicated in Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the MOX facility becauss
this activity complements existing missions and takes advantage of existin
infrastructure and staff expertise. The preferred alternative was chosen bag
on the best information and analyses available to allow for a fair compariso
among the candidate sites for the proposed surplus plutonium dispositio
facilities. This is DOE’s preference; it is not a decision. Decisions on thg
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmentg
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.

PANTEX-41 Socioeconomics

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for growth at Pantex. Decision
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based of
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

PANTEX-42 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s observation that there is no fundament
distinction between the candidate sites in terms of environmental impacts g
the surplus plutonium disposition program.

PANTEX-43 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s statement of fact. In particular, the
dose of 0.062 mrem/yr to the maximally exposed member of the public from
the release of 1,100 Ci of tritium from a new pit conversion facility at Pantex|
(see Table 4-66) would be 40 times smaller than the dogebafirem
received by a person during a 5-hr airplane ride across the United Stat¢
(lonizing Radiation Exposure of the Population of the United States
[NCRP Report No. 93, September 1987]).
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| am a Risk Study participant. The numbers are stacking up agginst
the SPD EIS. | do not believe that the facilities required for the pit "
disassembly and conversion mission would impact the site;
impacts will occur from added waste streams.

| am not hearing anything in the meeting about health, and impfacts
to the environment are being dismissed. Plutonium disposition|is a
long-term decision. DOE needs to consider the long-term health
effects for the children and the children's children. 1 am concerne
about the plutonium disposition mission's effect on water and land,;
we need only look to Oak Ridge to see the long-term effects.

PANTEX-44

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding the impacts of wagte
that would be generated by a pit conversion facility at Pantex. As describgd
in Section 4.6.2.2, the impacts of operation of the pit conversion facility on
the waste management infrastructure at Pantex would likely be minor. Evegn
the 180 (235 yd) of TRU waste, a new waste type for Pantex, could be
stored within the new pit conversion facility, and therefore would likely have
minor impacts on the waste management infrastructure.

Waste Management

PANTEX-45 Human Health Risk

Analyses in Chapter 4 ofolume lindicate that impacts of operating the
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities on human health and th
environment at Pantex would likely be minor. Section 4.26.3.2 analyzes impadg
to the environment due to construction and normal operation of a pi
conversion facility at Pantex. There would be no discernible contaminatio
of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water resulting from the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex, either from minute quantities of ain
deposition into small water bodies or from any potential wastewater release
Therefore, it is estimated that no measurable component of the public do
would be attributable to liquid pathways.

=t P

As described in Appendix J.3.1.3, ingestion doses at Pantex were asses
for eight different food categories: leafy vegetables, root vegetables, fruits
grains, milk, meat, poultry, and eggs. Public doses incurred from the uptak
of these foodstuffs were determined to be well below Federal, State, and log
regulatory limits; therefore, potential radiological impacts to local prime
farmlands would be essentially nonexistent.

Appendix J.3.2.3.2 includes an analysis of potential contamination o
agricultural products and livestock and consumption of these products b
persons living within an 80-km (50-mi) radius of Pantex. If the proposed
facilities were located at Pantex, a very small incremental annual dose to ti
surrounding public from normal operations would result via radiological
emission deposition on agricultural products (i.e., food ingestion pathway
This dose (about 0.56 person-rem/yr) would be 0.0006 percent of the dos
that would be incurred annually from natural background radiation.
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The risk estimators used to convert doses to fatal cancers (se
Appendixes F.10.2 and K.1.4.3) project LCF risks over the full lifetime of people
exposed to radiation. These risk estimators factor in the presence of childre
The SPD EIS does not address all environmental impacts. The in the general population. Results of the assessments indicate no LCK
SPD EIS fails to adequately address air emissions (beryllium, 46 among the public and about two among the workforce.
americium, tritium, etc.).

gdsig umm@oin & snidins

Risk estimators have also been developed to predict severe hereditary effe
(e.g., mental retardation1990 Recommendations of the International
Commission on Radiological ProtectiofilCRP Publication 60,
November 1991]). As these risk estimators are much smaller than those f
fatal cancers (i.e., only about 20 to 26 percent of the values), severe hereditg
effects would not be expected among the progeny of members of the publ
or workers exposed to radiation.

UR uonIs

U3 e

Long-term effects on the health of people living in the vicinity of ORR are
addressed in Section 3.6.9 of 8terage and Disposition PEIShe health

effects studies discussed in that Section yielded no statistically significan
evidence of excess cancer risk.

TeIUSLUIUOIIA

—

PANTEX-46 Human Health Risk

Chapter 4 of ¥lume laddresses the potential environmental impacts of
implementation of the surplus plutonium disposition alternatives. Included
are detailed assessments of air quality and noise, waste manageme
socioeconomics, human health, facility accidents, transportation, angl
environmental justice.

LuBware)s 10eduw|

1

The radiological and chemical releases associated with each alternative, ahd
the resulting environmental impacts, have been subjected to detailef
assessment. Appendixes J.1.1.4,J.2.1.4,J.3.1.4, and J.4.1.4 present the annual
rates of radiological releases to the environment for Hanford, INEEL, PanteX,
and SRS, respectively. The releases include isotopes of uranium, americiumn,
and plutonium, and for the pit conversion facility, these three plus tritium.
There would be no releases of beryllium. Numerous tables in Appendix g
present the amounts of chemicals that would be released annually to the
air environment.
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All four sites could stand a better crop and livestock analysis.
Pantex is the only site without a river. Contamination pathway
were not evaluated enough except for direct ingestion.

| am concerned about aquifer and environmental contaminatior
and the impacts to rural families and the environment from Pant|

5 47

£X48

operations.

Impacts of air emissions are also presented in Chapterdlwinél. For
radiological releases, the doses and resulting health effects (i.e., LCFs) g

given. For chemical releases, increases in air concentrations are listed for
criteria air pollutants, other regulated pollutants, and hazardous and othgr
toxic compounds, and these concentrations are compared with the applicalple

standards or guidelines.

PANTEX-47 Human Health Risk

As described in the Agricultural Data sections of Appendix J, agricultura
Census food production data established via DOC were used in the radiologid
dose assessments for this SPD EIS. Ingestion doses were assessed for g
different food categories for Hanford, INEEL, and Pantex: leafy vegetableq
root vegetables, fruits, grains, meat (livestock), poultry, milk, and eggs; fo
SRS, three additional consumable categories were assessed: fish, shellfi
and drinking water. Analysis of per-county production provided for a high
degree of accuracy in the assessment of dose via the ingestion pathway

The analyses in Appendix J consider the potential contamination o
agricultural products and livestock, and consumption of these products H
persons living within an 80-km (50-mi) radius of the candidate sites. Thd
analyses of doses consider bioaccumulation of radioactivity in grain cropJ
forage, and animals (and the resultant effects on ingestion doses to humar

and all potential dose pathways including direct ingestion, inhalation, externg

ground exposure, and plume immersion. These analyses indicate that t
potential impacts of operation of the pit conversion, immobilization, and
MOX facilities on agricultural products, livestock, and human health at any
of the sites would likely be minor.

Releases of radioactivity from the proposed facilities at each candidate si
to the food production chain are discussed in Appendixes J and K
Section 4.26 and Appendix K were revised to discuss potential impacts g
radioactive emissions on agriculture and water resources.

PANTEX-48 Human Health Risk

Analyses in Chapter 4 ofolume lindicate that impacts of operating the
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities on human health and th

re
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—

environment at Pantex would likely be minor. Section 4.26.3.2 analyzes impac
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to the environment due to construction and normal operation of a pi
conversion facility at Pantex. There would be no discernible contaminatio
of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water resulting from the proposed surplus

DOE needs to consider the risks to agriculture. Radioactive plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex, either from minute quantities of air
materials have no place in an agricultural community. Riskand | ,4 deposition into small water bodies or from any potential wastewater release
public perception of tainted agricultural products must be Therefore, it is estimated that no measurable component of the public dos
considered. would be attributable to liquid pathways.

As described in Appendix J.3.1.3, ingestion doses at Pantex were assesd
for eight different food categories: leafy vegetables, root vegetables, fruitg
grains, milk, meat, poultry, and eggs. Public doses incurred from the uptak
of these foodstuffs were determined to be well below Federal, State, and loc
regulatory limits; therefore, potential radiological impacts to local prime
farmlands would be essentially nonexistent.

Appendix J.3 includes an analysis of potential contamination of agricultura
products and livestock and consumption of these products by persons livin
within an 80-km (50-mi) radius of Pantex. If the proposed facilities were
located at Pantex, a very small incremental annual dose to the surroundif
public from normal operations would result via radiological emission
deposition on agricultural products (i.e., food ingestion pathway). This dos¢
(about 0.56 person-rem/yr) would be 0.0006 percent of the dose that woul
be incurred annually from natural background radiation.

oedLj TelusWUoIIAUS feul4 RomsodBic] wniuoinid snjdins
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PANTEX-49 Human Health Risk

As described in Appendix J.3.1.3, agricultural Census food production dat
established via DOC were used in the radiological dose assessments for this
SPD EIS. These data were separated into eight individual categories: le
vegetables, root vegetables, fruits, grains, beef (livestock), poultry, milk, an
eggs. Analysis of per-county production provided for a high degree of
accuracy in the assessment of dose via the ingestion pathway. According fo
the Chapter 4 (Molume 1) data on radiological dosage, which includes 4
component from contaminated food, the highest potential dose to the pubili
residing within 80 km (50 mi) of Pantex is 0.59 person-rem/yr. This is
170,000 times lower than the annual population dose from natura
background radiation.
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2,500 acres south of Pantex. We have proof that the water wel|s 66

| own about 1,000 acres adjacent and west of Pantex. | farm atrut
I
the farm are contaminated with tritium.

MOX fuel in agricultural areas where it can pollute the air, water,|or®1

The National Farm Bureau and the Grange oppose reprocessiTg
land.

Although public perceptions with regard to human health risk are nof
discussed directly in this EIS, comparisons with reference standards help put
the potential radiological impacts into perspective. For example, comparisons
with natural background radiation doses and normal cancer incidenck
(i.e., 0.2 percent) in the general population are presented in Chapter 3 pf
\olume I.

PANTEX-50 Water Resources

DOE acknowledges the commentor’'s concerns regarding groundwatg
contamination at Pantex. The impact of existing contamination at Pantex
beyond the scope of this SPD EIS. This comment was referred to th
appropriate site personnel. As discussed in Section 4.26.3.2.2, there wol
be no discernible impacts on surface water or groundwater quality fronp
operation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. Othe
sections show, moreover, that the operation of these facilities would likely
have only minor impacts on human health, agriculture, and livestock
Section 4.17.2.4 addresses the potential radiological and hazardous chemigal
effects of the maximum-impact alternative on the public and workers at Pantexyy
Appendix J.3.1.3, the potential contamination of agricultural products andg
livestock, and consumption of these products by persons living within ar
80-km (50-mi) radius of Pantex.

= D 0 =

d

PANTEX-51 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the MOX facility at|
Pantex. Section 4.17 describes the potential effects of the proposed surp
plutonium disposition facilities on air quality at Pantex. Sections 4.26.3.1 an
4.26.3.2 analyze the potential impact on soil and water due to constructid
and normal operation of the proposed facilities at Pantex. There would be 1
discernible contamination of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water, either from
the deposition of minute quantities of airborne contaminants into small wate
bodies or from potential wastewater releases. Therefore, it is estimated th
no measurable component of the public dose would be attributable t
liquid pathways.
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As described in Appendix J.3.1.3, ingestion doses at Pantex were asses
for eight different food categories: leafy vegetables, root vegetables, fruits
grains, milk, meat, poultry, and eggs. Public doses incurred from the uptak
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of these foodstuffs were determined to be well below Federal, State, and loc
regulatory limits; therefore, potential radiological impacts to local prime
farmlands would be essentially nonexistent.

Data in the Pantex Site-Wide EIS is faulty and flawed. The formef
Site-Wide EIS overestimates the probability of an air crash. Air
crashes raise the risks at Pantex. Crash data should be reassessgd
and reanalyzed for more realistic crash data. Do not use crash gata

as an excuse not to site the pit disassembly and conversion mission

Appendix J.3 includes an analysis of potential contamination of agricultura
products and livestock and consumption of these products by persons livin
within an 80-km (50-mi) radius of Pantex. If the proposed facilities were
located at Pantex, a very small incremental annual dose to the surroundif
public from normal operations would result via radiological emission

dSig wniuoinjgsnidins
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at Pantex. o ; g ! ’ :

deposition on agricultural products (i.e., food ingestion pathway). This dosee:
All but Pantex have elevated risks from transportation crash 53 (about 0.56 person-rem/yr) would be 0.0006 percent of the dose that woul
scenarios. What data was used to calculate the transportation be incurred annually from natural background radiation.

data?

PANTEX-52 Facility Accidents

This aircraft crash evaluation involved the use of the operations data frorj
theFinal Environmental Impact Statement for the Continued Operation of
the Pantex Plant and Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Componen
(DOE/EIS-0225, November 1996) because they are the best available datd
this time. The data were used in accordance Adttident Analysis for
Aircraft Crash Into Hazardous Facilitig© OE-STD-3014-96, October 1996).
Estimated frequencies, consequences, and risks related to aircraft crash
depend on a number of factors, such as building size and shape; buildin
robustness; and the quantity, material form, and containment characteristi
of the hazardous material. As a result, the overall aircraft crash frequencig
reported in this SPD EIS are lower than those reported in the Pantex EIS. The
decision as to where to site the pit conversion facility will not be based or
exclusively on aircraft crash frequency. Decisions on the surplus plutoniun
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.

0 14etBafLIS 10e@UP [eIUSWLUOIAUT [Bl

PANTEX-53 Transportation

Accident data fronbongitudinal Review of State-Level Accident Statistics
for Carriers of Intrastate FreigftANL/ESD/TM-68, March 1994), was used

to estimate accident frequencies. This document is based on DOT accident
data. Several DOE sources, shown in the Appendix L reference list, wer
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There are less risks associated in transporting pits than in
transporting the entire weapon.

Transportation of the pits is not trivial and will slow down the
demilitarization process of the pits.

| only see money and politics in the room. Many of the people
the meeting are paid to attend—DOE should listen to those not
being paid.

| know that plutonium disposition decisions will be political, and
believe that these decisions have already been made.

54

55

used to estimate SST/SGT accident frequencies. As indicated in Section 2.18,

no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological
exposures or vehicle emissions are expected.
PANTEX-54 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about transportation risk|
However, the transportation of nuclear weapons is beyond the scope of tHi
SPDEIS.

PANTEX-55 Transportation

DOE has a very safe record in transporting plutonium pits, and has transportgd

pits around the DOE complex throughout the Cold War. As indicated in
Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from
radiological exposure or vehicle emissions are expected. DOE'’s experien¢
and current planning analyses indicate that the transportation of pits can b
carried out for each of the alternatives in this SPD EIS in the time required.

PANTEX-56 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The comment period for the SPD Draft EIS extended from July 17 througip
September 16, 1998. During that time, DOE convened five public hearings {
obtain oral and written comments from the public. These hearings were ope
to all individuals and organizations, and their format was intended to encourag
public discussion and interaction, regardless of the motivation for attendin
the hearing.

PANTEX-57 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has not made any decision on the siting of the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities. DOE has analyzed each environmentaj
resource area in a consistent manner across all the alternatives to allow fg
fair comparison among the alternatives and among the candidate sites for t
proposed facilities. In accordance with CEQ implementing regulationg
(40 CFR 1502.14(e)), DOE identified its preferred alternative in the
SPD Draft EIS. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program wil
be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, natiof
policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.
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I see DOE's logic in the SPD Draft EIS Summary, and | appreciat
extent of work put into the SPD EIS.

The Pantex Citizens Advisory Board is a consensus board; no
consensus has been reached on plutonium.

The MOX option decision is being commercially driven, and the
affected communities are not being heard. DOE is not following
NEPA process in selecting reactors. It is allowing vendors to
submit bids without holding hearings at reactor sites.

T thg

59

60

PANTEX-58 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on the preparation and logic g
this SPD EIS.

PANTEX-59 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s observation that the Pantex Citizen]
Advisory Board has not reached a consensus on plutonium.

PANTEX-60 MOXRFP

The SPD Final EIS was not issued until specific reactors had been identifie
and the public had an opportunity to comment on the reactor-specifiq
information. As part of the procurement process, bidders were asked f{
provide environmental information to support their proposals. This
information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the DOH
source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication and
irradiation services contract. DOE then prepared an Environmental Synops
on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released to the publi
as Appendix P of thBupplement to the SPD Draft EiSApril 1999.

A hearing was held in Washington, D.C. on specific reactor information.
After careful consideration of its public involvement opportunities, including
information availability and mechanisms to submit comments, DOE decide(
not to hold additional hearings on tBepplement DOE provided other
means for the public to express their concerns and provide comments: mail
toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Also, at the invitation
of a South Carolina State Senator, DOE attended and patrticipated in a pub
meeting held on June 24, 1999, in Columbia, South Carolina.

TheSupplementvas mailed to those stakeholders who requested it as wel
as to those specified in the D@®mmunications Plafi.e., Congressional
representiatives, State and local officials and agencies, and public intere
groups around the United States) and the utilities’ contact lists. The utilities
Duke Power Company and Virginia Power Company, would operate the
proposed reactors (located in North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia|
should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS ROD. Furthe
interested parties would likely have the opportunity to submit additional
comments during the NRC reactor license amendment process.
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The SPD EIS falls short, and should be reevaluated. The SPD
is not a legally valid document and is a total corruption of the s
and legal letter of the law. It needs to be legally defensible.

Land was taken from the family for the Pantex Plant. Itis
disheartening to see that only 80 percent of Amarillo supports
Pantex. Everyone should support weapons dismantlement.

A meeting on the SPD EIS is not a pep rally for Pantex and aga
SRS; the meeting is about the document.

Some comments here today are embarrassing. Much of the
research is based on hysteria. | support the risks characterize
the document. My goal is to have more people better informed

The Union cannot continue going to the Hill with DOE to reques
funding when DOE isn't making smart decisions. Labor backs

friends and could hurt enemies. Right now DOE is a friend, don’

become an enemy.

The Pantex Site-Wide EIS was completed before the DOE Stan
[aircraft crash analysis This leaves little opportunity for input tg
the standard.

| see a certain synergism between different levels of the plutoni
disposition mission. To what extent has the synergism of the

IS
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mission been considered related to repackaging the pits?

PANTEX-61 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on the legality of this SPD EIS.

DOE has prepared the EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementing regulatio
(40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).

PANTEX-62 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for Pantex and the weapo
dismantlement missions. Decisions on the surplus plutonium dispositio

program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical apd

cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and publi
input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach
to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

PANTEX-63 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views.

PANTEX-64 Other
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s goal to have more people better informg

PANTEX-65 DOE Policy

Separate cost and schedule analyses have been performed and documer
and testing to demonstrate technical feasibility of the various alternatives
under way. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will bg
based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national poli
and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

PANTEX-66 DOE Policy
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding public input on DOE

standard involving aircraft crash analyses. Since this issue is beyond tif

scope of this SPD EIS, the comment has been referred to the DOE Amarril
Area Office.

PANTEX-67 DOE Policy
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Repackaging the pits would allow for safe long-term storage, handling, an

shipment of the pits for disposition. Therefore, repackaging would facilitate 3

PIH 21/gnd—s

bull

(%)



9€¢1-¢

PaNnTEX PLANT—AMARILLO , TEXAS
PaGe 24 of 47

Pit location should not be factored into the final disposition
decision. Pit assembly skills are not the same as those required fé8
pit disassembly and conversion. The distinction is being blurredl.
Has there been a decision on form or output of pit conversion? 69

What is the product from pit disassembly and conversion?

I worked at Los Alamos in the MOX fuel and ARIES programs.
Both the ARIES and MOX processes were evaluated in the 70
Independent Risk Study. Based on my background, the data is
current, relevant, and accurate.

How long does it take to turn a single pitinto MOX fuel? How Ior‘\g -t
will it take to have the facility up and running?

safe transport of the pits to the pit conversion facility, and would reduce th¢
risk of unnecessary exposure to workers associated with facility operation

PANTEX-68 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the distinction
between skills required for pit assembly and those required for pit disassemb
and conversion. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program &
Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost repor|
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

PANTEX-69 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

Plutonium metal extracted from disassembled pits would be converted to g
oxide powder. The powder from various pits would be blended to ensure th
final powder is unclassified and homogeneous. This process would produg
plutonium dioxide that is suitable for immobilization or fabrication into MOX
fuel. This blended powder would be seal-welded into stainless steel cans.
description of the pit conversion process is given in Section 2.4.1.2.

PANTEX-70 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s claim that the ARIES and MOX
processes were evaluated in the Independent Risk Study.

Juawialels 1oedwy fRrusiudirug jeui4 uBisodsiq wniuoinjd snidins

PANTEX-71 MOX Approach

Given processing directly from start to finish, a pit could be converted into
MOX fuelin 1 day. However, the process occurs in steps; a single pit wouldl
not likely go through the system directly from start to finish. Several runs of]
plutonium dioxide product from the pit conversion facility would likely be

mixed to ensure consistency of feed to the MOX facility. Moreover, time
would be required for international inspection, and for transfer to the MOX
facility. Production schedules would also dictate the length of time that
either a given pit, its plutonium, or the oxide could remain at the pit conversion
facility between process steps.

Section 2.4.1.2 describes the pit disassembly and conversion process, gnd
Section 2.4.3.2, the MOX fuel fabrication process. Appendix E provides
schedules for construction and operation of the surplus plutonium dispositioh
facilities. According to estimates, approximately 6 years would be required
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MOX and ARIES processes are not magic; they can be easily
understood.

Were the canyon facilities at SRS considered to conduct the
polishing process if needed?

If the plutonium disposition decision were based solely on cost,
then the decision would be full immobilization. It would save on
conversion, MOX fuel burn, and final storage factors.

72

73

74

start to finish, for activation of a MOX facility. Specific activities during that
period would include selection of the MOX team, contract negotiations,
facility design, licensing, construction, and startup.

PANTEX-72 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s claim that the ARIES and MOX
processes can be easily understood.

PANTEX-73 Alternatives

Use of the canyons for plutonium dioxide polishing to remove gallium wag
not considered for the following reasons: DOE has committed to closing th
canyons prior to the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition programy;
the canyons are currently planned for other missions (e.g., processing pf
RFETS plutonium residues and scrub alloy) and could not be readily retrofitte]
for the plutonium polishing process until after that mission was complete
the cost of maintaining the canyons would increase due to the new missid
and necessary safety upgrades; and use of the canyons would incred
worker exposures.

jon D
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PANTEX-74 Cost

As shown in the cost repoffost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for
Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Dispositio®@E/MD-0009, July 1998),

it is expected that the hybrid approach, which includes both immobilization
and MOX fuel, would be more expensive than the immobilization-only
approach. However, pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication
provides the United States important insurance against potentig
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself. The hybrid
approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in workin
with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia’s excesy
plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to th
world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium ag
quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult tg
use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EI{
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cod

sbuLedy agnd—sastiodsdy p
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The 1997 S&D PEIS selected Pantex for long-term storage; this
also mentioned in the Pantex Site-Wide EIS. Seventy million doll
were added to the budget for repackaging. The government is
double billing $70 million for repackaging to move pits off the site
Can you explain this?

Collateral effects—would additional needs be addressed? Will
additional costs be considered for moving pits offsite? Was
ALARA (as low as is reasonably achievable) factored into the ¢
estimate?

vas

ars
75

76
DSt

associated with the various alternatives. The cost report aRtlitbaium
Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution
Documen{DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle
cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, are available on t
MD Web site at http://mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms af
the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C,
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based or]
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

PANTEX-75 DOE Policy

The ROD for theStorage and Disposition PEiSentified Pantex as the
storage site for plutonium pits pending disposition. Pits are currently store
in containers that are not suitable for long-term storage or transportatior]

Therefore, repackaging is necessary to ensure safe storage for up to 50 yeg

Should the decision be made to transport the pits offsite, the pits would ha
to be repackaged in a suitable shipping container. DOE has addressed so
of the commentor’s concerns in an environmental review concerning the
repackaging of Pantex pits into a more robust container. This evaluation
documented in th8upplement Analysis for: Final Environmental Impact

Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and Associate
Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components—AL—R8 Sealed Insert Contain
(August 1998). This document is on the MD Web site at

http:/mww.doe-md.com. Based on this supplement analysis, the decisio
was made to repackage pits at Pantex into the AL—R8 sealed insert contain
and to discontinue plans to repackage pits into the AT-400A container.

PANTEX-76 Cost

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this EIS, this comment H
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideratiolCoBhAnalysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report and fPietonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Documen

(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyse$

associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site
http://mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following

WwiudiiAug euld uotisodsiq whiuoini4 snjding
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locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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PANTEX-77 Cost

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this comment has
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. For a better

| would “ke. to understand the cost of containers and 7 understanding of cost and transportation issues, consult the following
transportation. reports: Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus
Explain how the value of residual/ongoing cleanup at SRS is Weapons-Usable Plutonium DispositighOE/MD-0009, July 1998),
factored into costs. Overhead rates are dependent on overall| 78 Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Commen
activity at sites, not just on one project. Resolution Docume(OE/MD-0013, November 1999), akidsile Materials
Disposition Program SST/SGT Transportation Estimg#ND98—-8244,
Explain how SRS is more cost effective than Pantex if the cost | 4 June 1998). These documents are available on the MD Web site ft
estimate is statistically identical. http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following

locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

PANTEX-78 Cost

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this comment has
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideratiolfCoEh&nalysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniunp
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report and feitonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Documer
(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyse
associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

PANTEX-79 Cost

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this coasment
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideratiolCoBhAnalysis

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniunp
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report and fPiegtonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Documen
(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyse
associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site
http://mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

Ue SjuaWnN20q ST
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PANTEX-80 Cost o

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS §

) _ ) _ contains environmental impact data and does not address the costg-
f'tei are not |defnt|(_:|§t!. Onehsne_ appezijrs tr? hgive th_? z;:l)(ljva_rllthag : associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @psirfnalysis 3
OOI Et eX|st|ngt gct|_|t|e§ a;:]t eS|iest:]n dv'\flf atis availa ?' tsg . 80 in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniun ?D)
are fabor uncertainties in the cost. - the diference in cost & IS Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost [S
not a significant discriminator. ; ; : e fS)
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time|[&s

| am concerned about the moving design of APSF and the moving the SPD Draft EIS. This report and mmton?um Disposition Life-Cycle %
design of the pit disassembly and conversion facility at SRS. | am Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013, T
. . . 81 . . . =

concerned that design change costs are not being rolled into the November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatd@
overall costs and how these costs are considered in the cost rgport. with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site af E
. . ) ) . http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following g
F'r\]/e years a%o, questions l\(/jvere raised to (I;)O!E_regard;_ng Iplt storge. locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions o 1§
-clj—' € stg;rageDgcl:£3|on ;votu hpreSL_Jtppsose eC|S|on_ton |rt1a q 82 the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmenta| 3
ISposition. Needs 1o honor IS o>-year commitment made analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio NS
through the S&D PEIS process. Pit location should not be factored g . " . . .- s
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding&

into the final decision process.

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.

PANTEX-81 Cost Report

Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has be
forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. Plii@nium
Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution
Documen{DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle
cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, is available on the
MD Web site at http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at
the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C

Juswwels 1oedu|

PANTEX-82 DOE Policy

The ROD for theStorage and Disposition PEISresents the long-term
storage plan for plutonium pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the safd,
secure storage of pits and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zophe
4 facilities to address plutonium storage requirements. DOE has prepared n
environmental review concerning the repackaging of Pantex pits into a mor|
robust container. This evaluation is documented iSthmplement Analysis

for: Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Continued Operation of
the Pantex Plant and Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Componentsj—

11
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The timetable for MOX production could be delayed for years
political controversy regarding our national policy toward nucl
energy.

er
ear 83

AL-R8 Sealed Insert Contain@kugust 1998). This document is on the
MD Web site at http://mww.doe-md.com. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyse
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.

JJ

PANTEX-83 DOE Policy

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the thre
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of
surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timel
manner. Converting the surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in
domestic, commercial reactors is an effective way to accomplish this. Towal
that end, DOE conducted a procurement process in accordance with DQE
NEPA regulations 10 CFR 1021.216. The selected team, DCS, would desi
request a license, construct, operate, and deactivate the MOX facility as well
as irradiate the MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors. However, thes
activities are subject to the completion of the NEPA process.

A limited number of MOX fuel assemblies would be irradiated and tested
accordance with NRC requirements to verify acceptability prior to fabricatin
the fuel on a larger scale for insertion into the reactors. The recently enact
legislation, National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal year 1999, provide
NRC the authority to license the MOX facility. Therefore, NRC will also
license the MOX facility under 10 CFR 70, and be responsible for issuin
operating license amendments under 10 CFR 50 for the domestic, comme
reactors that have been selected to irradiate the MOX fuel. There are alw
uncertainties involved with construction projects and startup of new facilitie
and processes. DOE understands that DCS would have to apply for are
operating license amendment for each individual reactor before it can u
MOX fuel and what that process entails, including the public involvemen
opportunities provided by NRC per 10 CFR 50.91. DOE is conducting regul
meetings with NRC on the MOX approach, including fuel design and
qualification. Although no substantive design work or construction can b
started on the MOX facility until a decision is made in the SPD EIS ROD, DC
would work closely with NRC to ensure that the license amendment proce
can be accomplished in a timely manner. If the decision is to proceed wi
MOX fuel fabrication, construction of the MOX facility would begin in 2002.
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Concerning the timeliness of this with the Russians, what is the
overlay of this with other DOE missions?

An accident at the British Nuclear Fuels MOX demonstration plg

required 73 people to be evacuated. It's only a 5-year-old facility.

The accident demonstrates that other countries are having
problems with MOX, and DOE is not listening to them. The
decisions made here are international in scope, and we are ask
for the people to hear from people in Europe and Russia.

If there is an accident, will DOE compensate those landowners W
property contaminated by the accident? Fernald, Hanford, and
Rocky Flats landowners have never been compensated. Wher

should landowners go if their land is contaminated by DOE?

ith

PANTEX-84 DOE Policy

The United States will continue to work with Russia along agreed paths an
schedules for plutonium disposition, and DOE’s surplus plutonium
disposition program will proceed accordingly. The proposed plutonium
disposition actions will be coordinated with other ongoing DOE programs.
Section 1.8 discusses the relationship of this program with other proposed
ongoing actions and programs.

PANTEX-85

The MOX facility would be designed in accordance with all applicable
requirements and standards to ensure the health and safety of workers &
the public and protection of the environment. The design team would reviey

Facility Accidents

IAUg JeuiH4 uonisodsiq wniuomjd snjdins

and consider, as appropriate, information that may be available about simil
facilities to ensure that the MOX facility met applicable requirements and
that the design incorporated the newest technologies and benefits fro
previous experience. The MOX facility would be built and operated subjec
to the following strict conditions: construction would take place at a securg

DOE site, it would be owned by the U.S. Government, operations would bé¢

limited exclusively to the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX
facility would be shut down at the completion of the surplus plutonium
disposition program.

PANTEX-86 DOE Policy
Should there be an accident involving nuclear materials, compensation wou

be determined according to the provisions of the Price-Anderson Act. The¢

purpose of this act is to indemnify contractors responsible for managing an
conducting nuclear activities within the DOE complex. An extension, the
Price-Anderson Amendments Act of 1988, requires mandatory coverage
all contractors, subcontractors, and suppliers conducting nuclear activitie
for DOE, and, in compliance with a congressional mandate, enforcemer]
action by DOE against indemnified contractors for violations of nuclear
safety requirements.
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Sixty-five percent of the scientists and engineers in Amarillo work

at Pantex; the community relies on Pantex to provide a science land
engineering base for education. When looking at the importange
science and engineering, especially when compared to other sjtes,
it is important to Pantex to keep a science and engineering basg in
Amarillo.

Pit disassembly and conversion should be performed at Pante. No
significant additional training is needed for the committed and

skilled workforce at Pantex. Pantex has the best training program §8
bring its workforce up to speed to meet the new mission. The site
operates in full compliance with DOE orders. There is 100 percent
literacy among the Pantex workforce.

State and local organizations support siting a new plutonium

. L. L 89
disposition mission at Pantex.

Industries contribute to the quality of life in the Panhandle. | se|
environmental concerns that citizens voluntarily respond to. It i
not in the best interest of the United States to ship the pit
disassembly and conversion mission offsite.

n O

90

PANTEX-87 Socioeconomics

DOE acknowledges the community support of Pantex and the importance
science and engineering education. Decisions on the surplus plutoniu
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyse
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.

PANTEX-88 Alternatives

facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program
Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost repo
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOH
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplu
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversio%
S

PANTEX-89 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply

plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutoniunp

disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyse
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.

PANTEX-90 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversio
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program
Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost repo
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOH
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplu
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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Work would be done safely and professionally, and the
environment would be protected if the pit disassembly and
conversion mission is sited at Pantex.

91

| have worked at Pantex for 7 years. If the site wasn't safe, |
wouldn't work there. | feel safer at Pantex than on the street anc
believe DOE's culture is changing.

“92

I am not concerned about or believe that information is being
withheld from workers. Added knowledge leads to improvements. o5
All questions ever asked at Pantex have been answered. | tru
Pantex management to be open and honest with the workforce.

I am proud of the work performed at Pantex. A quality assuranc
process is in place to make sure Pantex meets quality standards. gAs
a union steward, it's my job to ensure continuing job performange
and excellence.

Pantex employs 2,500 Hispanic and other minority employees. | 95

With all the research facilities located at Pantex, it should be the|sitgs
chosen for MOX fuel fabrication.

PANTEX-91

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversior
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program &
Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost repor|
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE|
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplug
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

Alternatives

PANTEX-92 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of Pantex and of the change
DOE culture to put safety first. Decisions on the surplus plutonium dispositior]
program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical an
cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, ang
public input.

PANTEX-93 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of Pantex and the open lines
communication. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program &
Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost repor|
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

PANTEX-94 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of Pantex and its quality
assurance achievements. Decisions on the surplus plutonium dispositid
program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical an
cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, ang
public input.

Q S uswaje)s Peduss eluswiuoi/Bg [gBli4 uonisodsiq Lniuoini4 sniding

PANTEX-95 Other
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of diversity in the workplace),

PANTEX-96

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the MOX facility at
Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantejx
will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, nationgal
policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will
announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplug
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

Alternatives
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The International Guards Union supports bringing the pit ’L
disassembly and conversion mission to Pantex. A new mission is
needed to keep a qualified workforce in the area. The site hasfa 97
highly trained and skilled security force and an excellent safety
record.

Storage infrastructure is already in place at Pantex. | o8

| understand a great deal about land stewardship. | was formefly a
farmer, and am now a hazmat (hazardous materials) worker at
Pantex. | believe that general industry is much worse than 99
anything I've seen at Pantex. Agriculture has messed up more as a
land steward than DOE.

It's of paramount importance to dismantle weapons. The first gtage
of weapons production (assembly) was performed at Pantex. h?oo
second stage of weapons production (disassembly and
conversion) should also be performed at Pantex.

el01

is coming to the end of its usefulness. Pantex should accept tl

Pantex has worn out its welcome. Job security is nice, but the Flant
unacceptable.

PANTEX-97 Alternatives

facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program
Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost repo
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOH
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplu
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversio%
S

PANTEX-98 Alternatives

Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will bd
based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national poli
and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

PANTEX—99 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of Pantex. Decisions on th
surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based or
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

PANTEX-100 Alternatives

D

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversio
facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program

Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost repo
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOH

will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplug

plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

PANTEX-101 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to new missions at Pante
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will bd
based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national poli
and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announcsd
its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutoniun]
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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| lived in Hereford, Texas, when Texas was considered for the
repository project. | believe that DOE sees people as expendahle
and was more concerned about where to locate the repository thaw?2
it was about the impacts on people. This community should no
trade safety for jobs.

The argument being presented is that since the materials are at
Pantex, the pit disassembly and conversion mission should reside
there as well. The truth is that 12 metric tons of plutonium residing
at Rocky Flats will be shipped with this mission. Weren't concerns103
raised about plutonium from Rocky Flats being shipped before the
decision was issued? Plutonium processing is what messed uf
Rocky Flats.

Pantex's ongoing mission will last anywhere from 10 to 12 years.
Pantex does its job admirable, but it should never process 104
plutonium.

I am a former Washington resident. My husband died because|of
living near and working at Hanford. | hope that Pantex does not

become like Hanford. Pantex is safe, and | hope that it stays tha 103

—

way.

dins

PANTEX-102

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. Decisions on the surplu
plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmenta|
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.

Alternatives

>
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PANTEX-103

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about the shipment of surpl
plutonium from RFETS to Pantex and the processing of that material at Pante)
The decision to ship surplus pits from RFETS to Pantex is stipulated in th
ROD for theStorage and Disposition PEISThe shipment of pits from
RFETS to Pantex supports the DOE commitment to close RFETS. Decisio
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based o
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

Transportation
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PANTEX-104

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. Decisions on the surplug
plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatiof
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.

Alternatives

juauwiaje]s joe

PANTEX-105 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern for the safety of workers anpl
persons living near Pantex. This SPD EIS identifies and analyzes potentigl
environmental and human health impacts that might result from the
construction and normal operation of the proposed surplus plutoniun
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disposition facilities at the candidate sites. As described in Chapter 4 (f
Volume land summarized in Section 2.18, these potential impacts would likely
be minor. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantgx
SRS workers are experts at processing plutonium; Pantex workers ;- will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, natiorjal
are experts in pit disassembly and conversion. policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.
SRS experience in processing plutonium is long past. | 107 PANTEX—106 Alternatives
If the plutonium mission is so dangerous, why does SRS want jt so DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversio
bad? SRS is no smarter or dumber than Pantex. 108 facility at Pantex. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program
Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost repoifs,

national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOH
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplug
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

PANTEX-107 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the propose
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. Decisions on the surplu
plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.

r—r
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PANTEX-108 Human Health Risk

As described in Chapter 4 obMmel, potential impacts of alternatives for
surplus plutonium disposition would likely be minor. In addition, analyses of
design-basis accidents showed that no LCFs to the population would &
expected from operation of the proposed surplus plutonium dispositio
facilities at any of the candidate sites. Decisions on the surplus plutoniu
disposition program will be based on environmental analyses, technical an
cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and
public input.
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site operations. Workers know hazards, the community should als®9

The public has an inalienable right to know impacts and hazardg of
know hazards.

If contamination poses a health risk, how much damage to heall‘h 110
occurs due to stress from job loss?

It seems that every facility processing plutonium has either bee

contaminated or had an accident. Has there ever been an inst ng%

while processing plutonium where a facility hasn't been
contaminated?

N
S
2
&
PANTEX-109 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process o
DOE acknowledges the need of the public to be informed about the potentiaE*

impacts and hazards of the ongoing and prospective work at DOE sites. TH
SPD Draft EIS was merely one step in the public information process. |
included information on potential accidents, types and levels of waste to b)
generated, and a number of other environmental impacts. After its publicatio
the public was accorded the opportunity to comment on any aspect of DOE
proposed action to disposition up to 50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium.
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In compliance with existing laws and regulations, DOE provides information
on site-specific hazards of ongoing operations other than the surplu
plutonium disposition program in various documents, including site-specific|
NEPA documents, annual site-specific environmental reports, reports o
chemical discharges, and reports of chemical use and storage.

PANTEX-110 Socioeconomics

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about job loss. Thd
socioeconomics analyses do not specifically evaluate the health effect
resulting from the stress of losing a job. As part of its Strategic Alignment]
Initiative and restructuring of the nuclear weapons complex, however, DOH
has put in place several programs to assist its employees in finding new joq
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based or]
environmental analyses (including analyses of socioeconomics), technicgR
and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, angl
public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

PANTEX-111 DOE Policy

It is true that plutonium-processing facilities could experience contamination
The proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be designed
constructed, operated, and deactivated in accordance with applicable Fedetal,
State, and local environmental, safety, and health requirements. Within thege
limits, DOE believes that contamination levels should be kept as low as i$
reasonably achievable, taking into account social, technical, economid,
practical, and public policy considerations. Worker safety is also a majo
consideration in construction and operation of the proposed facilities, angl
safety assessment (including accident analysis) is an integral part of th
design process.
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the area is accustomed to. Tritium releases are 10,000 times high&r2

Plutonium processing may result in higher radiation releases than
in processing than in pit assembly.

Exposure rates are much higher in other countries than the Un tegi13
States. We need to put doses into perspective.

PANTEX-112 Human Health Risk

The bounding alternative for Pantex would be siting the pit conversion angl
MOX facilities at Pantex. About 0.000104 Cifyr of plutonium and americium
and 1,100 Ci/yr of tritium, total, would be released to the atmosphere from
these facilities. In 1996, the airborne releases from Pantex operations wgre
1.6x10 Ci of thorium 232, 0.000146 Ci of uranium 238, and 0.103 Ci of tritium
(1996 Environmental Report for Pantex PlafipOE/AL/65030-9704,

May 1997]). While the commentor is correct in stating that plutonium
processing would result in radiation releases greater than those from currgnt
operations, including a tritium release 10,000 times greater, the doses apd
resulting adverse health effects associated with the increased releases wopld
be very small. The dose to the MEI from these facilities would be increasepl
by 0.068 mrem/yr, and the dose to the population living within 80 km (50 mi
of Pantex in the year 2010 would be increased by 0.59 person-rem/yr. For
10 years of operation, the increased risk of an LCF to the MEI would bg
3.4x107, and the increased number of LCFs to the 80-km (50-mi) populatior
would be 0.003.

PANTEX-113 Human Health Risk

The various U.S. agencies (DOE, EPA, and NRC) involved in promulgating
dose limits have established strict limits for workers and the public (se
Appendix F.10.2). In addition, operators of nuclear facilities must demonstrat
that all operations are conducted in a manner that further reduces doses
ALARA levels. The combination of strict enforcement of dose limits and
adherence to the ALARA operational philosophy ensures that exposur
rates from nuclear operations in the United States are generally maintain
below those in other countries with nuclear programs.

17
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Specific comparisons with exposures in other countries are not given in th
SPD EIS. These comparisons would be difficult to make, given the larg
number of countries involved; they are not really necessary, anyway, becau
demonstrating compliance with U.S. requirements ensures small risks
adverse health effects. Doses associated with facilities assessed in this H
are put into perspective through comparison with U.S. requirements an
natural background radiation levels.
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What are the current emissions in curies of tritium from Pantex? | 114

DOE needs to resolve uncertainties before decisions are made.
Internal radiation effects from plutonium inhalation are severe.

More data is needed on exposure risks. Does the plutonium dasel15
estimate include internal? Studies of health effects are never
revealed.

PANTEX-114 Human Health Risk

Emissions of tritium to the environment from Pantex operations are includeq
in the annual environmental reports. The latest report available is fo
operations in 1996 Environmental Report for Pantex Plant,
[DOE/AL/65030-9704, May 1997]). Itis reported in Table 6.1 of that document
that 0.103 Ci of tritium was released to the air environment.

PANTEX-115 Human Health Risk

The Human Health Risk sections in Chapter 4afivie Ipresent the results

of detailed assessments of health impacts on the public and onsite worke
Doses to the public from both normal operations and postulated acciden
were calculated using models accepted within the scientific community. Whild
uncertainties are typical of such assessments, the use of the GENII compuf
code for the evaluation of normal operations (see Appendix F) and th
MACCS?2 code for accidents (see Appendix K), along with best estimates
input parameters (e.g., radiation source terms, meteorological condition
population distributions, agricultural production), yielded results that are
expected to be as accurate as possible. If anything, they would be on t
conservative side; that is, the doses would be overestimated. These dos
were converted into LCFs using the risk estimators derived from data preparg
by the National Research Council's Committee on the Biological Effects of]
lonizing Radiation and by the International Commission on Radiological
Protection, as discussed in Appendixes F.10.2 and K.1.4.3.
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For workers, the doses from normal operations were taken from data reports
prepared for each facility assessed in this SPD EIS. The reports for Hanforg,
INEEL, Pantex, and SRS are identified in Appendixes J.1.1.4,J.2.1.4,J.3.1.4},
and J.4.1.4, respectively. The worker doses from accidents were calculat¢d
by the GENII computer code using the source terms from the same dafa
reports. Those doses were converted into LCFs using somewhat lower rigk
estimators than those for the public to reflect the absence of children in the
workforce (see Appendixes F.10.2 and K.1.4.3).

Also calculated were the plutonium and americium doses delivered via al
potential dose pathways. For the public, the dominant pathways would b
inhalation and ingestion, which result in internal doses only. Worker dose

D
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| have severe doubts about DOE's commitment to 100 percent
noncontamination. DOE has a poor track record in protecting t
environment. Every DOE site except Pantex has been contami
by DOE operations.

I understand Pantex's need for new missions, but I'm unconvin

that DOE has changed. | have heard stories from retired workears

and of workers being exposed without fully knowing the
associated risks. | see money with the new mission, but no
assurance for safety. |1 am frightened by the implication of a
plutonium processing mission. | don't see any definitive answe
in the SPD EIS; what should have been researched and analyz
wasn't.

DOE should make use of LANL resources. As aformer LANL
worker, | was never concerned for personal safety because of
plutonium processing mission. If | thought plutonium processin
could hurt Pantex, | would actively oppose the mission, but thal
not the case.

he 16
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from normal operations would be mainly from external exposure to gamma
rays emitted from the plutonium and americium radionuclides; accidentd
doses would be attributable mainly to inhalation.

Health effects studies conducted in and around Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, ar|d
SRS are discussed in Sections 3.2.4.3, 3.3.4.3, 3.4.4.3, and 3.5.4.3, respectijely.

PANTEX-116 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding contamination
the environment. The proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities woulg
be designed, constructed, operated, and deactivated in accordance wjth
applicable Federal, State, and local environmental, safety, and heal
requirements. Within these limits, DOE believes that the level of contaminatio
should be kept as low as is reasonably achievable, so that the benefit |of
reducing the already low level of contamination would warrant the addition
cost of that reduction. Chapter 5 summarizes the applicable environmentgl
statutes, regulations, and permits that cover emissions, waste, and
ALARA standards.

=

PANTEX-117 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding worker safety duri
surplus plutonium disposition activities at Pantex. The analyses conduct
for this SPD EIS indicate potential environmental and human health impac
would likely be minor at Pantex. Results of the analyses are presented
alternative in Chapter 4 ofolumel. Detailed information on the potential
impacts on human health at Pantex is presented in Appendix J.3. As shoy\
in these sections, operation of the proposed facilities at Pantex would be w4
within the limits prescribed by Federal, State, and local laws and regulation

PANTEX-118 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of LANL and Pantex. Both
LANL and Pantex staff have assisted in the development of information an
analyses to support the surplus plutonium disposition program. Appendix J
describes the results of the human health risk analyses for Pantex. Poteni
impacts of construction and operation at Pantex would likely be minor an
within the limits prescribed all applicable Federal, State, and local law:
and regulations.
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We have plutonium in the country, in Texas, and at Pantex. We

have it and need to do something with it. DOE needs to establish
priorities, design a process that allows no releases, engineer 119
controls to ensure the process, and enhance personal protective
equipment.

The accelerator mission to produce tritium at SRS would cause $RS
to exceed water limits. Has the Department considered the 120
cumulative impacts of this mission along with the accelerated tritium
mission at SRS?

Beryllium is an extremely hazardous substance to some people and
can cause berylliosis. DOE has known about this problem for
30 years. STAND submitted 21 pages of questions asking for
definitions and doses. What is the range of doses to personng|?121
It's 60 percent higher in LANL documents for personnel doses in
plutonium processing facilities than estimated for the proposed

facilities.

PANTEX-119 Human Health Risk

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threg
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of
surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely
manner. DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approad
(immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication) to disposition surplus plutonium.

Selection of that alternative would provide for processing that could be
conducted in such a manner as to minimize impacts on the environmen
Although a goal of no releases of radioactivity to the environment would bg
unattainable, the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would bg
designed and operated as appropriate to maintain ALARA releases
Engineered controls, the use of remote equipment and other effective desig
features, and strict adherence to operational procedures would ensure ti
operations are conducted safely, and efficiently, and thus would likely have
minor impacts on workers and the public.
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PANTEX-120 Water Resources

In a ROD published in the Federal Register on May 18, 1999 (64 FR 26369
DOE decided not to construct an accelerator at SRS. Therefore
Section 4.32.4.1 of this SPD EIS was revised to remove the large amount

water that would be used by an accelerator. Accordingly, as indicated i
Table 4-248, cumulative water usage falls well within the capacity of the SR
potable water system.
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PANTEX-121 Human Health Risk

The 1994 analysis performed by LANL referred to the possibility of airborne
releases of beryllium, a hazardous air pollutant, from pit disassembly angl
conversion. Subsequent analysis from LANL indicates that there would no
be any airborne releases of berylli§Rit Disassembly and Conversion
Facility, Environmental Impact Statement Data Report—Pantex Plant
[LA-UR-97-2909, June 1998]). Because the beryllium is expected to remaini
metal form at all times, the health hazards are minimized. The beryllium woul
be present in large pieces and cuttings created when the pit was bisected.
These cuttings would be too large to become airborne. There would be
grinding; thus, there would not be any pieces of beryllium small enough t
become airborne. Section 2.4.1 was revised to include a discussion ¢f
beryllium as a potential impurity, as well as the reasons why beryllium
processing would not be an issue at the pit conversion facility.
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Modern day standards are a result of years of caution in hand
nuclear materials. Industrial, commercial safety devices and

always linked to DOE. A better understanding of health effects
was learned through DOE. The berylliosis information came fro
commercial industries (aerospace, etc.).

No one has any answers about what is going on in the
environment or with health issues.

Nuclear power plants are primarily located in the east, so it's
cheaper to transport from SRS.

More transportation increases risks and the possibility of
proliferation.

ing

standards are a result of DOE operations. Public benefits are not ,,

m

123

‘ 124

‘ 125

PANTEX-122 Other
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s observation that DOE and commercigl

industries have contributed to the development of health and safety standargis,

procedures, and devices.

PANTEX-123 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s environmental and health-relate
concerns. This SPD EIS was prepared to provide a comprehensiy
description of proposed actions and their potential environmental impacts ¢
the surplus plutonium disposition program. DOE believes that all activities

— (D =

that are part of the proposed action and alternatives are analyzed adequately

in this SPD EIS. As described in Chapter 4 oliivhe land summarized in
Section 2.18, potential impacts of construction and operation of the proposgd
surplus plutonium disposition facilities would likely be minor.

PANTEX-124 Cost

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this comment
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideratiol€oBhAnalysis

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniunp
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report and fPiegtonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Documen
(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyse
associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

PANTEX-125 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern that more transportatioj
increases the risks of proliferation. In order to address security again
terrorist-related incidents, all intersite shipments of plutonium for the surplus
plutonium disposition program would be made using DOE’s SST/SGT syste
This involves having couriers that are armed Federal officers, an armor
tractor to protect the crew from attack, and specially designed escort vehicl
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containing advanced communications and additional couriers. Further, tHes:
DOE disposition facilities proposed in this SPD EIS are all at locations whergX
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plutonium would have the levels of protection and control required by
applicable DOE safeguards and security directives. Safeguards and secur
programs would be integrated programs of physical protection, informatior]
security, nuclear material control and accountability, and personnel assurand
Security for the Pantex facilities would be implemented commensurate wit}
the usability of the material in a nuclear weapon or improvised nuclear devicq
Physical barriers; access control systems; detection and alarm systen
procedures, including the two-person rule (which requires at least two peopl
to be present when working with special nuclear materials in the facility); and
personnel security measures, including security clearance investigation

and access authorization levels, would be used to ensure that special nuclg

materials stored and processed inside are adequately protected. Closed-cir
television, intrusion detection, motion detection, and other automated
materials-monitoring methods would be employed. Furthermore, the physicd
protection, safeguards, and security for the MOX facility and domestic,
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I am proud that diverse ideologies can come together in turning
swords to plowshares. The plutonium disposition mission is crit
to the nation wherever it is performed.

Pantex workers have reported that there are 10 weapons pits
missing. | would like the issue looked into and security tightene
the site.

DOE stated that packaging would be redone by 2000. Twenty p
were to be repackaged suitable for shipping last year. Is other
shipping being evaluated?

Was a NEPA action performed for onsite storage? When will the

cal39
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supplemental analysis be released for public review?

Will there be long-term storage in Zone 4?

143

information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the DOH
source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication and
irradiation services contract. DOE then prepared an Environmental Synops
on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released to the publi
as Appendix P of thBupplement to the SPD Draft EiSApril 1999.

PANTEX-139 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the surplus plutoniun]

disposition program. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition prograng

will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, nation
policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

PANTEX-140 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding management of pi
at Pantex. Since this issue is beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, the commé
has been referred to the DOE Amarillo Area Office.

PANTEX-141 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s question regarding management ﬂ:

pits at Pantex. Since this issue is beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, t
comment has been referred to the DOE Amarillo Area Office.

PANTEX-142 DOE Policy

Onsite storage of plutonium pits at Pantex is analyzed in the
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Continued Operation of thg
Pantex Plant and Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Componen
(DOE/EIS-0225, November 1996), and inghwpoplement Analysis for: Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pante
Plant and Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components—AL—R
Sealed Insert ContaingAugust 1998). The latter document is available on
the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

PANTEX-143 DOE Policy

The ROD for theStorage and Disposition PEISresents the long-term

storage plan for plutonium pits at Pantex. Storage facilities in Zone 12 Sout
will be upgraded by 2004 to store, pending disposition, the surplus pit
currently stored at Pantex, and surplus pits from RFETS. Storage facilities i
Zone 4 will continue to be used for these pits prior to completion of
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DOE should release court records on the man who died of IeukTarrliQ4

in 1982.

ion
145

| have worked in the oil and gas industry for 18 years. Competi
is good for business. Nuclear competition is healthy for oil and
gas.

PANTEX-144 DOE Policy

This issue is unrelated to the surplus plutonium disposition program and
beyond the scope of this SPD EIS.

PANTEX-145 Other
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of competition.
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